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HENRY T. SANDERS,
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THE STATE OF MARYLAND; Cl RCU T COURT OF MARY-
LAND FOR PRI NCE GEORGE' S COUNTY,

Def endants - Appel | ees.
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ver sus

THE STATE OF MARYLAND; Cl RCU T COURT OF MARY-
LAND FOR PRI NCE GEORGE’' S COUNTY,

Def endants - Appel | ees.
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HENRY T. SANDERS,

Plaintiff - Appellant,



ver sus

THE STATE OF MARYLAND; Cl RCU T COURT OF MARY-
LAND FOR PRI NCE GEORGE' S COUNTY,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at G eenbelt. J. Frederick Mdtz, Chief District Judge;
Peter J. Messitte, District Judge. (CA-98-2387-PJM

Submtted: My 13, 1999 Deci ded: WMay 18, 1999

Before WDENER and MOTZ,® Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Nos. 98-2535 and 99-1345 affirned and No. 99-1071 dism ssed by
unpubl i shed per curiam opi ni on.

Henry T. Sanders, Landover, Maryland, Appellant Pro Se. Maureen
Mul | en Dove, Assistant Attorney CGeneral, Baltinore, Mryland, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

" Judge Motz did not participate in consideration of this
case. The opinionis filed by a quorumof the panel pursuant to 28
U S . C 8§ 46(d) (1994).



PER CURI AM

Henry T. Sanders appeals three district orders: (1) the de-
nial of relief on his 42 U S.C A 8§ 1983 (Wst Supp. 1998) com
pl aint under 28 U S.C. A 8 1915(e)(2) (West Supp. 1998) (No. 98-
2535), (2) the issuance of an order to show cause why Sanders
should not be sanctioned (No. 99-1071), and (3) the denial of
Def endants’ notion for sanctions (No. 99-1345). W have revi ewed
the record and the district court’s opinions and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, in No. 98-2535, we grant |eave to proceed in
forma pauperis and affirmon the reasoning of the district court.

See Sanders v. Maryl and, No. CA-98-2387-PJM(D. Md. Aug. 24, 1998).

W grant leave to proceed in forma pauperis in No. 99-1071 but
di sm ss the appeal as interlocutory. Finally, we affirmthe deni al
of Defendants’ notion for sanctions in No. 99-1345 on t he reasoni ng

of the district court. See Sanders v. Maryl and, No. CA-98-2387-PJM

(D. Md. Feb. 25, 1999). W also deny all of Sanders’ outstanding
notions, including his notions for a stay, general relief, an
i njunction, sanctions, settlenent alternatives, restoration to the
argunent cal endar, alternatives, an interimstay, ex parte inter-
| ocutory relief, affirmative relief, nmandate, expedition of appeal,
writ of habeas corpus, transfer, judgnent on counter and cross-
clains, dismssal, evidentiary hearing, a show cause order, |eave
to file a menorandum and default. W dispense with oral argunent

because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in



the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

Nos. 98-2535, 99-1345 - AFFI RMED

No. 99-1071 - DI SM SSED



